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Internal Security in an Open Market: The 
European Union Addresses the Need for 
Community Gun Control 
INTRODUCTION 
As crime and violence rise so do efforts to curb the means of 
violence. In particular, preventing violence involves controlling the 
possession and acquisition of firearms. The concern over controlling 
violence is not limited to the United States. The nations of Europe 
are also gravely concerned about the need to ensure the personal 
safety of their residents.! Furthermore, the threat of terrorism in 
Europe makes the protection of national security tremendously im-
portant.2 As the European Union3 (EU) works toward a single com-
mon market, the free movement of goods, services and people has 
been a primary goal. 4 These two goals-the promotion of free move-
ment and the need to provide internal security-at times conflict. 
The EU dealt with these conflicting goals when, in 1987, it pro-
posed a Directive on the acquisition and possession of weapons.5 
With the establishment of the Single Market, Member States were 
required to relinquish the power to carry out border checks which 
impeded the free movement of people and goods across intra-com-
munity frontiers. 6 The removal of border checks meant that a Mem-
ber State could no longer control the flow of weapons into or out 
I See Opinion on the proposal for a Council Directive on the Control of the acquisition and 
possession of weapons, 1988 OJ. (C35) 25 [hereinafter Opinion]. 
2 See Government Worried by EC Firearms Plans, Press Assoc. Ltd., Nov. 29, 1990, available in 
LEXIS, News Library, Curnws File [hereinafter Government Worried]. "The European Council 
emphasized the paramount importance of the common struggle against international organ-
ized crime, terrorism and the threat posed by drugs .... " Conclusions of December 9-10 Essen 
Summit, Reuter European Community Report, Dec. 12, 1994, available in LEXIS, World 
Library, Curnws File. 
3 The European Union is composed of twelve member nations: Germany, France, the United 
Kingdom, Luxembourg, Greece, the Netherlands, Belgium, Ireland, Italy, Spain, Portugal and 
Denmark. 
4 See Single European Act, Feb. 17 and 28, 1986, 25 I.L.M. 503. 
5 Proposal for a Council Directive on the Control of the acquisition and possession of 
weapons, 1987 OJ. (C 235) 6 [hereinafter Proposal]. 
6 See Single European Act, supra note 4, 25 I.L.M. at 503. 
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of its territory.7 This removal was a threat to national security. Each 
Member State would be unable to monitor the movement of fire-
arms into and out of its territory.s Therefore, the ED sought to 
replace border checks by harmonizing the firearms legislation of 
Member States and thereby guarantee a certain minimum quantity 
of national control.9 The use of procedure and regulation to meet 
the problem of illegal arms transfers has been met with skepticism 
by some Member States.lO 
This Comment will examine the Council Directive itself-what it 
entails and guarantees in the way of control. Part I examines why 
the Directive was necessary while Part II looks at the state of gun 
control legislation in Member States before the Directive went into 
effect. Part III examines the process the Directive went through 
from the initial proposal to the final draft-especially focusing on 
the changes made to address the security concerns of Member 
States. Part IV addresses other measures taken to improve security 
and police cooperation. 
I. WHY THE DIRECTIVE WAS NECESSARY 
The effort of the ED to create a common market was elaborated 
upon in the Single European Act (Act).u Signed in 1986, the Act is 
an expression of the political resolve of the Member States to trans-
form themselves into an European. Dnion.12 The Act provides a 
supplementary article 8A to the Treaty Establishing the European 
Economic Community which states "[t]he Community shall adopt 
measures with the aim of progressively establishing the internal 
market ... " and "[t]he internal market shall comprise an area 
without internal frontiers in which the free movement of goods, 
persons, services and capital is ensured .... "13 
7Id. 
B Free Movement and Free Movement of People: Delicate Negotiations on Purchase and Detention 
of Weapons, Eur. Info. Serv., Nov. 1, 1990, available in LEXIS, Nexis Library, Curnws File. 
9 See id. 
10 See Government Worried, supra note 2. 
11 See Single European Act, supra note 4, 25 I.L.M. at 503. 
12Id. Editor's comment to the Single European Act at 503. 
13 Single European Act, supra note 4, art. 13, 25 I.L.M. at 510. The United Kingdom, 
however, obtained a General Declaration to the Act which preserved its right to maintain 
immigration checks at internal frontiers. Charles Wardle, Britain Must Draw the Line Now; 
The Minister Who Resigned Over Immigration Explains Why He Has Brought Fears Out Into the 
open, "Brussels Plan is danger to racial harmony, jobs and housing, "DAILY MAIL, Feb. 13, 1995, 
available in LEXIS, World Library, Curnws File. 
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The European Commission (Commission) was aware, however, of 
the need to compensate for the loss of internal frontiers. "[T]he 
abolition of checks at intra-Community borders, which is the aim of 
article 8A, cannot be put into effect unless there is a guarantee that 
this will not lead to a 'security deficit' for the people of Europe."14 
In order to facilitate the free movement of goods, services and 
people across internal borders, border checks will generally end. 15 
Common legislation and regulation will be used to fulfill the pur-
pose of border checks-to insure security and control over which 
people and goods may enter a nationl6. The Commission proposed 
a Directive on the possession and acquisition of weapons in order 
to insure such common legislation with regards to firearmsP 
II. THE CONTROL OF FIREARMS PRIOR TO THE DIRECTIVE 
The purpose of the legislation was not to increase the control of 
firearms, but rather to harmonize gun control standards and insure 
a degree of control that would eliminate the necessity of border 
checks.18 Before the Council Directive, many Member States had 
strict gun control legislation. 19 
For example, the Netherlands already had comprehensive fire-
arms control and licensing regulations dating from 1919.20 The 
Netherlands's Firearms Act is an example of the tradition of gun 
control legislation throughout Europe. 21 The Firearms Act prohibits 
the import, export, manufacture, supply or possession of a gun 
without an official certificate.22 The Firearms Act extends even to 
sporting guns and items which might be confused for a real fire-
arm.23 The official certificates are only issued under specified con-
ditions and weapons may not be carried in public without special 
permission.24 In addition, there are special police officers and prose-
14 Commission, INFO-92, External Dimension; Europe: An Open Door or a Fortress?, Title 
2.12.6, July 22, 1993, available in LEXIS, Eurcom Library, Info92 File. 
15 See Single European Act, supra note 4, 25 I.L.M. at 503. 
16 See Proposal, supra note 5, pmbl. 
17 [d. 
18 See Opinion, supra note 1, t 1.1. 
19 See, e.g., C. Jan Coljin, et. aI., Firearms and Crime in the Netherlands: A Comparison with 
the United States of America, INT'L]. COMPo & APPLIED CRIM. JUST., Spring 1985, at 49. 
20 See id. 
21 See id. 
22 [d. at 49. 
23 [d. 
24Coljin, supra note 19, at 49. 
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cutors assigned in each district to investigate and prosecute offenses 
of the Firearms Act. 25 
In the United Kingdom (UK), the 1968 Firearms Act regulates 
the possession and purchase of firearms.26 A gun owner is required 
to possess a firearm or shotgun certificate issued by the chief officer 
of police in their area.27 The individual must be of sound mind and, 
in order to acquire a shot gun certificate, must be vouched for by a 
UK citizen of good standing who has known the individual for at 
least two years.28 Gun dealers must also be authorized and registered 
with the police.29 
While both the UK and the Netherlands Firearms Acts are more 
stringent than gun control legislation in some other Member States,30 
they are examples of the serious effort national legislatures have 
made to control the possession ofweapons.31 The Member States do 
not want those efforts undermined.32 The need for internal security 
can only become stronger as the use of guns in crimes and violence 
and the threat of terrorism become more prevalent in society.33 
Taking these concerns into account, the EU drafted its first proposal 
for a Council Directive on the acquisition and possession of weapons. 
III. THE PROPOSAL 
In point 55 of the White Paper on the completion of the single, 
internal market by 1992, the Commission first announced a pro-
posal on the approximation of Member States' arms legislation and 
the removal of physical barriers at internal frontiers. 34 The proposal 
addressed the need to be able to rely on procedure rather than 
internal borders to provide security.35 This proposal was first submit-
ted by the Commission to the Council of Ministers (Council) on 
August 6, 1987.36 
251d. at 49-50. 
26 Firearms Act, 1968, ch. 36 (Eng.). 
271d.1 332. 
281d. 1 333-34. 
291d.1 338. 
30 See Coljin, supra note 19, at 49. For example, Germany and Belgium had no controls on 
the purchase of sporting guns. ld. 
31 See id. 
32 See Government Worried, supra note 2. 
33 See id. 
34 See Proposal, supra note 5, pmbl.; see also Opinion, supra note 1, pmbl. 
35 See Proposal, supra note 5, pmbl. 
361d. 
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The proposal addressed several different areas of firearms control 
and movement.37 In general, the Commission noted that Member 
States may adopt more stringent requirements than those provided 
for in the Directive.38 The Member States may not, however, place 
prohibitions on the purchase of a weapon in another Member State 
unless the purchase is also prohibited within their own territory.39 
The proposal called on Member States to abstain from controls on 
the possession of weapons at internal frontiers. 40 Conversely, the 
proposal mandated increased controls at external Community bor-
dersY The Directive explicitly states that it does not affect the right 
of individual Member States to adopt measures to end illegal gun 
smuggling.42 It also calls upon Member States to introduce penalties 
for violations of the Directive sufficient to promote compliance.43 
The proposal further required that the purchase of a firearm be 
through a firearms dealer.44 The dealer must be authorized and must 
keep a register of all acquisitions and dispositions made, including 
the specifics of the weapon, and the names and addresses of the 
parties. 45 If a party is a resident of another Member State, she would 
have to be authorized by her own country.46 If a party is resident of 
a third country, the Member State in which the weapon is purchased 
must be assured that the weapon will leave the Community.47 
In general, the proposal prohibited traveling from one Member 
State to another with a firearm unless procedures were adopted 
which would enable a Member State to be notified when a gun 
would be brought into its territory.48 The transfer of the weapon 
outside the Member State must also be in accordance with all of the 
procedures provided for within the proposed Directive.49 Only a 
dealer would be able to transfer a firearm.5o In addition, the Member 
State in which the firearm is located would be required to issue a 
37 See id. 
38 [d. art. 2. 
39 [d. 
40 Proposal, supra note 5, art. 9 (1). 
41 [d. 
42 [d. pmbl. 
43 [d. art. 10. 
44 See id. art. 3. 
45 Proposal, supra note 5, art. 3. 
46 [d. art. 5(1). 
47 [d. art. 5(1). 
48 [d. pmbl. 
49 [d. art. 6. 
50 Proposal, supra note 5, art. 6. 
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license for the transfer and give notice to the Member State of 
importation.5l An application to travel with a firearm would identifY 
the individual, the weapon, the grounds on which the individual 
wishes to transfer the weapon and the travel plans of the individuaP2 
Both Member States and the EU itself had concerns about the 
proposa1.53 Many of the provisions were vague. As a whole, the 
proposal did not seem to provide enough set standards.54 For exam-
ple, the proposal only called for loose guidelines for firearms dealers 
and the transfer of weapons across borders. 55 The United Kingdom, 
whose laws require a Visitor's Permit, was greatly concerned about 
the ability of sportsmen to carry guns freely across internal borders 
without prior permission.56 According to ajunior Home Office Min-
ister, while no systematic checks would take place at the border, the 
UK would retain the right to make searches and checks as deemed 
necessary.57 On September 21, 1987, the Council consulted the Eco-
nomic and Social Committee (Committee) which adopted an Opin-
ion three months later.58 
The Committee first endorsed the principle of eliminating intra-
community border checks on the possession of weapons. 59 The Com-
mittee found, however, that the Directive, as proposed, was "com-
pletely inadequate" to insure the personal safety of residents of 
Member States and to adequately replace internal border controls.50 
The Opinion called for the greater cooperation among Member States' 
police and security forces to avoid facilitating the illegal transporta-
tion of weapons. 51 The Opinion endorsed the principle of lessening 
the requirements for owning or possessing firearms for sport or 
hunting while traveling among two or more Member States.52 Calling 
51 [d. arts. 6, 7. 
52 [d. art. 7. 
53 See Opinion, supra note 1; Government Worried, supra note 2. 
54 Legislative resolution (Cooperation Procedure: first reading) embodying the opinion of 
the European Parliament on the amended proposal from the Commission to the Council for 
a directive on control of the acquisition and possession of weapons, amends. 17 & 5, 10, 68, 
1990 OJ. (C231) 62 [hereinafter Legislative resolution). 
55 See Opinion, supra note 1. 
56 Government Worried, supra note 2. The maintenance of security is of special importance 
to the United Kingdom where the threat of terrorism from the Irish Republican Army is always 
a concern. [d. 
57 [d. 
58 Opinion, supra note 1. 
59 [d. 'I 1.2. 
60 [d. t 1.3. 
61 [d. The Opinion noted the special circumstances of the United Kingdom and its relation-
ship with Northern Ireland. [d. 
62 Opinion, supra note 1, 'I 2.7.2. 
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for stricter controls over the sale of weapons to private individuals, 
however, the Committee proposed the introduction of a community-
wide permit to be carried by those possessing a weapon.63 
The Commission addressed these concerns in its amended pro-
posal which was submitted in November, 1989.64 The Commission 
adopted the idea of a Community-wide weapons pass with the intro-
duction of the European Firearms Certificate.65 This certificate will 
identify the holder and the particular weapon.66 Any authorization 
to travel to another Member State will be recorded on the cer-
tificate.67 
In addition, the amended proposal increases the requirements for 
dealer authorization.68 In order to authorize a dealer, a Member 
State must, at a minimum, verify the good character and profes-
sional competence of the person or legal entity seeking to be author-
ized.69 Member States must also regularly check for dealer compliance 
with the requirement to keep a register.70 The amended proposal also 
adopted stricter requirements on individuals who would be allowed 
to own and possess category Band C weapons.71 The individual must 
be at least eighteen years old, have the necessary physical and 
mental capacity, and not pose a threat to public order or safety.72 
The amended proposal created more substantive definitions of 
permitted firearms. 73 Weapons are divided into four categories-(A) 
prohibited; (B) subject to authorization; (C) subject to declaration; 
and (D) others.74 As there is only one type of gun listed within 
category D, almost all types of firearms are restricted in some man-
ner.75 Prohibited firearms and weapons are generally military-type 
weapons.76 Acquisition of any firearm in category B must be author-
ized.77 Those firearms listed in category C must be declared to the 
63 [d. 1 2.7.2. 
64 Amended Proposal for a Council Directive on control of the acquisition and possession 
of weapons, 1989 OJ. (C299) 6 [hereinafter Amended Proposal]. 
65 [d. art. 1(4). 
66 [d. annex II. 
67 [d. 
68 [d. art. 4. 
69 Amended Proposal, supra note 64, art. 4. 
70 [d. 
71 [d. art. 5. 
72 [d. 
73 [d. art. 1 (1), annex I. 
74 Amended Proposal, supra note 64, annex I. 
75 [d. Category D includes long firearms with single-shot mechanisms and smooth-bore 
barrel. [d. 
76 [d. 
77 [d. art. 7-8. 
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authorities of the Member State in which the firearm is held and 
any category firearms which were held by individuals prior to the 
Directive taking effect must be declared within one year. 78 In order 
to acquire ammunition, an individual would have to have a cer-
tificate for the type of weapon which requires that ammunition. 79 
The amended proposal further clarified the restrictions and guide-
lines on the transfer of weapons across internal frontiers. Sportsmen 
and marksmen do not need prior authorization if they hold a valid 
certificate.8o Dealers can obtain a special license from the Member 
State in which they reside that would allow them to transfer firearms 
to a dealer in a third country without prior authorization.8! A Mem-
ber State can, however, create a list of firearms which cannot be 
transferred without prior consent.82 This list will then be distributed 
to dealers in other Member States who have received the special 
license.83 The amended proposal also called for greater cooperation 
and the creation of a network for the exchange of information 
among Member States.84 
The amended proposal was submitted to the European Parlia-
ment for a first reading subject to the cooperation procedure.85 The 
Parliament approved the amended proposal, but also sought to 
clarify and tighten the requirements.86 The Parliament attempted to 
set defined limits: a certificate will be valid for only five years; a 
dealer's license will be valid for no more than three years; and the 
authorization to travel will be granted for a maximum of a renewable 
one year period.87 The Commission adopted each of these recom-
mendations into the final draft.88 
The Commission failed to adopt several of the Parliament's rec-
ommendations including a ban on all advertising for prohibited 
weapons, the dropping of an age requirement, and the automatic 
revocation of a certificate if the weapon was lost. 89 In the final draft, 
78 Amended Proposal, supra note 64, art. 8(1). 
791d. art. 10. 
8old. art. 12(2). 
811d. art. II (3). 
821d. 
83 Amended Proposal, supra note 64, art. II (4). 
841d. arts. 13(1), 13(3). 
85 Legislative resolution, supra note 54. 
86 See id. 
871d. amends. 17 & 5, 10, 68. 
88 See Council Directive, 91/477, arts. I (4), II (3), 12(1), 1991 OJ. (L 256) 51 [hereinafter 
Council Directive 91/477]. 
89 See Council Directive 91/477, supra note 88; see also Legislative resolution, supra note 54, 
amends. 75, 7, 13. 
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the Commission did, however, loosen the requirements for possess-
ing a firearm.9o To posses a category B firearm, an individual must 
be at least eighteen years old, except when the firearm is for hunting 
or target shooting, and must not be a likely danger to themselves, 
to public order or to public safety.91 To possess a category C or D 
firearm, the only requirement is that the individual be eighteen years 
old.92 Member States must inform the Commission if their firearms 
legislation is more stringent than that required by the Directive.93 
The Commission will then notify the other Member States.94 
The Council of the European Communities adopted the Directive 
onJune 18, 1991.95 In this final draft, the Commission attempted to 
meet the need for both an integrated, common market and internal 
security for the Member States.96 The Member States had until Jan-
uary 1, 1993 to pass all legislation and regulations necessary to 
implement the Directive.97 The Directive itself was effective on the 
same date.98 
Most of the Member States were in substantial compliance with 
the Directive when it was passed.99 The Firearms Act of the Nether-
lands, discussed previously, will meet all of the basic requirements 
of the Directive. 100 Many Member States had to heighten gun control 
in only a few minor areas. 101 For example, the United Kingdom 
passed a measure making it illegal for a private person to own a 
disguised firearm. 102 
IV. THE NEED FOR SECURITY 
The greatest concern of the Member States is the threat to security 
created by a lack of border controls.l03 Many of the EU members, 
90 Council Directive, 91/477, supra note 88, art. 5. 
91Id. 
92Id. 
93Id. art. 15(4). 
94Id. 
95 Council Directive, 91/477, supra note 88, art. 15(4). 
96 See id. 
97Id. art. 18. 
98 See id. pmbl. 
99 See Coljin, supra note 19: see also U.K: Home Office-Disguised Firearms-Kenneth Clarke 
Announces Start of Buy-In Scheme, Reuter Textline, Nov. 12, 1992, available in LEXlS, News 
Library, Curnws File [hereinafter Disguised Firearms]. 
100 See Coljin, supra note I at 49-50. 
101 See Disguised Firearms, supra note 99. The Firearms (Amendment) Act 1988 brought the 
UK firearms legislation into line with almost all of the provisions of the Directive. Firearms 
(Amendment) Act, 1988, ch. 45 (Eng.). 
102 Disguised Firearms, supra note 99. 
103 See Government Worried, supra note 2. 
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however, have moved to improve police and security cooperation in 
order to address this concern.104 For example, the Trevi Group, 
which is composed of the EU ministers, was formed to fight terror-
ism and develop police cooperation. I05 The Trevi Group deals with 
security problems which could arise from the opening of intra-Com-
munity frontiers. 106 
In June 1992, the Europol Convention called for the establish-
ment of a Community police cooperation body at the Hague. 107 
Europol will be responsible for the gathering and analyzing of in-
formation on all forms of serious crimes from individual Member 
States' police forces. lOS Europol will not, however, have the power to 
take physical action. 109 The European Council Summit has approved 
an agreement which provides for the completion of the Europol 
Convention.110 
Nine of the twelve Member States have also signed the Schengen 
Agreement on the Gradual Abolition of Checks at Their Common 
Borders (Schengen Agreement).lll First signed in June 1985, the 
Agreement embraces the general principle of the free movement of 
goods and people. ll2 The Agreement tries to facilitate that move-
104 See, discussion of Schengen Agreement, infra note 111. 
105 EC Anti-Terrorist Group to Meet Next Month, Reuters, Nov. 19, 1987, available in LEXIS, 
Europe Library, Arcnws File; see also Opinion, supra note 1, 'I 1.3. 
106 EC Ministers to Discuss Terrorism After Weekend Attacks, Reuters, Ltd., April 26, 1987, 
available in LEXIS, Europe Library, Arcnws File. 
107 See TREATY ON THE EUROPEAN UNION; Europol Convention, 1993 OJ. (C 323) 1. 
108TREATY ON THE EUROPEAN UNION, supra note 107, Title VI, art. k.1. 
109 See id.; see also Europe: Home Office-New Europol Drugs Unit Boosts Fight Against Drug 
Trafficking and Organized Crime, Reuter Textline, Feb. 16, 1994, available in LEXIS, Europe 
Library, AHeur File [hereinafter Europe: Home Office--New Europol Drugs Unit Boosts Fight]. 
110 EC: Special Edition N 6127-European Council Approves White Paper (2 of 2), Agence 
Europe, Dec. 12, 1993, available in LEXIS, Europe Library, AHeur File. The Europol Drugs 
Unit opened on February 16, 1994 in the Hague. Europe: Home Office--New Europol Drugs 
Unit Boosts Fight, supra note 109. 
III Schengen Agreement on the Gradual Abolition of Checks at their Common Borders, 
June 14, 1985, Belg.-Fr.-F.R.G.-Lux.-Neth., 30 I.L.M. 68 (1991) [hereinafter Schengen 
Agreement]. The Schengen Agreement has been signed by nine of the twelve EC nations. 
Blffder Controls: Schengen Blffders open in Six Months, says Internal Market Commissioner, Eur. 
Info. Serv., Feb. 25, 1994, available in LEXIS, News Library, Curnws File [hereinafter Border 
Controls]. Those nations which have not signed are the United Kingdom, Ireland and Denmark. 
Id. Denmark is currently negotiating observer status with the Schengen Group. Schengen: 
October Date Set For Border-Control-Free Europe, Eur. Info. Serv., July 29, 1994, available in 
LEXIS, News Library, Curnws File [hereinafter Schengen: October Date]. The Schengen Group 
has already granted observer status to Austria which will become a full member when it 
becomes a Member State in the European Union. Id. Austria has already undertaken to bring 
its legislation into line with the requirements of the Schengen Agreement. Id. 
112Schengen Agreement, supra note 111, pmbl., 30 I.L.M. at 73. 
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ment by removing border controls among the Contracting Parties.ll3 
It establishes cooperation procedures in a number of areas in order 
to compensate for the removal of internal frontier checks.n4 One of 
these areas of cooperation is between police and security forces.ll5 
In addition, article 19 of the Agreement states "[t]he Parties shall 
seek to harmonize laws and regulations, in particular on: drugs, 
arms and explosives, registration of travellers in hotels. "116 The Con-
tracting Parties foresaw the need for cooperation and harmoniza-
tion of procedure and regulation to compensate for the loss of 
security checks at the border.ll7 
In particular, the Schengen Agreement called for the strengthen-
ing of controls at external borders.1I8 The Schengen Information 
System will also be created through which Member States can share 
information through a common computer system to pool national 
police. ll9 The Convention set out police cooperation procedures, 
including the circumstances under which the police of one State 
may enter the territory of another State.12°The police may only cross 
a border in order to pursue those wanted for particular crimes 
including the "breach of laws on arms and explosives. "121 
Obviously, the Schengen Agreement will aid in ensuring the in-
ternal security of Europe. Unfortunately, this Agreement has never 
gone into effect.122 The implementation date has been postponed 
four times.123 In December, 1994, however, it was announced that 
the Schengen Agreement will come into force on March 26, 1995.124 
113 See id. pmbl., art. 2, 30 I.L.M. at 73, 74. 
114 Conclusions of December 9--10 Essen Summit, supra note 2. 
115 Schengen Agreement, supra note Ill, art. 8-10, 30 I.L.M. at 76-77. 
116 Id. art. 19, 30 I.L.M. at 80. 
117 See id. art. 8-10, 30 I.L.M. at 76-77. 
118 Id. art. 17, 30 I.L.M. at 79. 
119 Border Controls, supra note Ill. 
120 Convention Applying the Schengen Agreement on the Abolition of Checks at their 
Common Borders,June 19, 1990, 30 I.L.M. 84, 101 (1991) at Title III [hereinafter Convention]. 
121 Id. art. 40(7), 41(4), 30 I.L.M. at 104,105. 
122 Border Controls, supra note Ill. 
123 Christopher Lockwood, Nine EU Nations Scrap Frontiers, Dec. 23, 1994, Daily Telegraph, 
available in LEXlS, World Library, Curnws File; Vanni D'Archirafi Urged to Qpit over Freedom 
of Movement, Reuters Ltd., Feb. 8, 1994, available in LEXIS, News Library, Curnws File. 
124 EP Debates Cross Border Issues, Dec. 13, 1994, Reuter European Community Report, 
available in LEXIS, World Library, Curnws File. Italy and Greece, signatories of the Schengen 
Agreement, are not yet prepared to implement the Agreement. EU News in the Continental 
Press on Friday 10 February, Reuter European Community Report, Feb. 10, 1995, available in 
LEXIS, World Library, Curnws File. They will therefore be excluded from the March 26, 1995 
effective date. Id. 
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The cause for the delay is "partly technical, but mainly political. 
Border controls may be a bore for the innocent traveller but they 
are a boon for police forces trying to stop drug dealers, car thieves 
and terrorists. Hence the technical delay: Europe's police forces 
want a common database and compatible computer systems."125 The 
European Commissioner responsible for the internal market port-
folio has stated that the delay is not due to a lack of resolve. 126 
France, for example, had insisted that the Schengen Agreement be 
both a move towards freedom of movement in the European Union 
and a move towards greater security.127 The French Minister for 
European Mfairs believes these two conditions have now been met.128 
These recent statements may signal a turning point for both the 
Schengen Agreement and the dream of a borderless Europe. Until 
the Schengen Agreement becomes a reality, it serves as an example 
of the desire to create a common market being undermined by the 
security needs and concerns of individual nations. 129 
V. THE FUTURE OF THE GUN CONTROL LEGISLATION 
Terrorism and the use of firearms in crime are grave national 
security concerns for every nation. As violence has risen, nations 
have moved to tighten gun control legislation and improve internal 
security. Member States have hesitated to completely open their 
borders, fearing that a loss of border control will facilitate the illegal 
trade and movement of firearms. While this fear is understandable, 
it should decrease as community efforts, such as the Trevi Group, 
Europol, the Schengen Agreement and the harmonization ofweap-
ons legislation, take effect. 
The aim of each of these efforts is to facilitate the removal of 
border controls and increase the free movement of people and 
goods across community borders. The Commission, therefore, sought 
to increase cooperation so that regulation of firearms possession 
and transfers among Member States could compensate for that loss. 
As cooperation procedures are implemented, they will help compen-
sate for any security deficit caused by the absence of border controls 
and guarantee control over the movement of weapons throughout 
125 open to Us, Closed to Them, ECONOMIST, Aug. 13, 1994, at 43. 
126 Border Controls, supra note 111. 
127 Schengen: (Almost) No More Border Checks As Of March 26, European Intelligence, Jan. 
10, 1995, available in LEXIS, World Library, Curnws File. 
1281d. 
129 See Vanni D'Archirafi Urged to QJJ,it over Freedom of Movement, supra note 123. 
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the community. The goals of open borders and free movement can 
then be realized. 
CONCLUSION 
Increased police and security cooperation at the Community level 
should diminish the fears raised by a loss of border controls. The 
removal of intra-Community border checks is essential to the free 
movement of goods and people and the creation of a single market. 
They can not, however, be removed all at once due to internal 
security concerns. Once those concerns are addressed, the Member 
States will be willing to remove the impediment of frontier controls. 
At this point, the purpose of the Directive can be fulfilled and free 
movement will be a reality. 
Christina EigeZ 
